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This research study investigated whether written corrective feedback is 
effective on L2 learners’ writing. It examined learners' noticing of corrected 
errors and their acquisition of tense and other linguistic forms (articles, 
spelling, pronouns, vocabulary usage and preposition errors). Nine EFL 
learners from Potisarn Pittayakorn School, a government secondary school 
located in Bangkok, Thailand participated in this study and composed four 
essays and performed thought-aloud protocol when going through their 
corrective feedback. Results obtained from the first essay show that the 
learners in the no feedback group performed better in terms of tense and other 
types of linguistic forms, followed by the focused feedback group and the 
unfocused feedback group. In the revised draft, the learners in the focused 
feedback group did better in tense in comparison to the unfocused feedback 
group and no feedback groups. In contrast, in the revised draft the learners in 
the unfocused feedback group did better in other types linguistic forms in 
comparison to the focused feedback group and no feedback groups. The post-
test results show that there were marginal differences in the effects on 
acquisition on tense and other types of linguistic forms between the focused 
and unfocused feedback groups, but the delayed post-test results show that 
unfocused feedback compared to the focused feedback group actually yielded 
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Chapter One: Introduction 
1.1 Overview – Written Corrective Feedback 
Research on second language (L2) writing is divided into five major areas: (1) 
L2 writers’ characteristics, (2) L2 writing process, (3) L2 writing feedback, (4) 
L2 writing instruction, and (5) L2 writers’ texts (Archibald & Jeffery, 2000; 
Zhang, 2008). Various studies have flourished under these five areas, and they 
all share a main objective of improving writing skills of L2 writers. The results 
from studies dealing with L2 writing feedback and more specifically written 
corrective feedback, have been rather inconclusive in whether corrective 
feedback does assist in learners’ L2 writing. Among the types of corrective 
feedback that have been studied are direct corrective feedback, indirect 
corrective feedback, meta-linguistic corrective feedback and the focus of the 
feedback (Ellis, 2008). Each type has been found to contribute in different 
ways and in varying degrees to learners’ writing.  Both positive and negative 
findings were obtained from these studies. Some research findings suggest that 
written corrective feedback is ineffective in helping L2 learners to improve 
their writing (e.g. Kepner, 1991; Polio, Fleck & Leder, 1998), whereas other 
studies found written corrective feedback to be effective in improving L2 
writing (e.g. Ellis, Sheen, Murakami & Takashima, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch, 
2009; Binglan & Jia, 2010; Van Beuningen, De Jong & Kuiken, 2012). 
Following this lack of consistent results, this study has been conducted to 
examine the effects of written corrective feedback. A major study that created 
waves in the L2 writing community was Truscott’s work (1996). Truscott 
(1996) claimed that grammar correction was ineffective in improving learners’ 
writing. He proposed theoretical and practical arguments to explain why 
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grammar correction was ineffective. His work then paved the way for more 
research with results that countered (Sheen, 2007; Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener 
& Knoch, 2009) as well as supported (Polio, Fleck & Leder, 1998) his 
findings. 
The present work aims to study the effect of focused and unfocused written 
corrective feedback on Thai English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learner. 
Focused feedback refers to feedback that is given only on a specific and pre-
selected error. For example, feedback provided only on errors displaying 
incorrect use of English articles (see Sheen, 2007) is an example of focused 
feedback. As Thai learners often display tense errors in language production 
(Pongsiriwet, 2001; Srichangyachon, 2011), the focused feedback aspect of 
this study was tense errors. Unfocused feedback refers to feedback that is 
given on all or a range of error types. For unfocused feedback, I corrected 
tense, articles, spelling, pronouns, vocabulary usage, and preposition errors. 
Both focused and unfocused feedback were given to the learners in a direct 
corrective feedback format together with meta-linguistic explanations. Direct 
corrective feedback refers to providing learners with the correct target 
language form when they make an error (Ellis, Sheen, Murakami & Takashimi, 
2008). To provide direct corrective feedback, every error was underlined and 
its correct form was indicated above it. Written meta-linguistic feedback was 
also provided in the form of rules regarding each type of error. Sheen (2007) 
found that there was no significant difference between the effect of direct and 
indirect feedback. She also found that direct corrective feedback was more 
effective when accompanied with meta-linguistic explanations than without 
them (Sheen, 2007).  
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1.2 Problems Faced in Corrective Feedback Studies 
Despite the numerous studies on corrective feedback in L2 writing, their 
results have largely been inconclusive in showing whether corrective feedback 
is indeed effective and useful. Thus, there is clearly room for further research 
in finding out if corrective feedback is truly effective. 
In order to know whether giving corrective feedback is effective, it is 
necessary to conduct studies that use corrective feedback as well as those 
without. Although there have been studies comparing the effects of the 
different methods of grammar correction, Ferris (2004) has pointed out that 
there were only a handful of studies that compared the accuracy of language 
produced by L2 learners who received grammar correction against those who 
did not. A major contributing factor to this is the dilemma faced by teachers. 
Many teachers feel that it is unethical to withhold feedback from their learners 
for research purposes. Teachers withhold feedback only when they feel that 
correcting the error is of no benefit to the learners. There are also teachers and 
researchers who feel that providing written corrective feedback may instead 
make learners lose confidence in their writing abilities. 
Another problem with corrective feedback research is that there are many 
research studies which focus on a single type of error (focused feedback) (e.g. 
Bitchener & Knoch, 2009b; Sheen, 2007) – instead of a number of errors 
(unfocused feedback). Focused, as opposed to unfocused, feedback is limited 
and its findings also reflect a limited aspect of L2 writing ability.  
Finally, there is a shortage of qualitative studies. According to Van Beuningen 
(2010), most research related to grammar correction focused on group 
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performances by analysing errors per 100 words. This quantitative approach 
has proven useful but it fails to contribute much to the understanding of how 
an individual learner performs. In other words, quantitative approach cannot 
describe the process-oriented nature of learning in detail. 
1.3 Focus of Current Study 
This study investigates whether written corrective feedback is effective in 
improving Thai learners’ L2 writing in terms of tense and other linguistic 
forms. Both focused and unfocused feedback are employed in this study. This 
study also looks into the instances of noticing to achieve a more meaningful 
understanding of how learners process the errors.  In addition, the short and 
long term effects of focused and unfocused written corrective feedback are 
also investigated.  
Both qualitative and quantitative approaches are employed in this study. 
Qualitatively, it investigates the role of (individual) learner’s noticing and the 
relationship between noticing and the acquisition of linguistic forms. Its 
quantitative aspect looks at the number of noticing instances in relation to 
corrective feedback.  
Nine Thai secondary school learners are asked to compose four essays and 
think-aloud while reading the corrected errors. 
The following research questions are addressed in this study: 
i. What do the think-aloud protocols produced by the learners show about 
the learners’ noticing of errors? 
ii. What types of feedback help the learners improve their writing? 
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• Focused meta-linguistic corrective feedback 
• Unfocused meta-linguistic corrective feedback 
• No feedback 
iii. What types of feedback (focused or unfocused with meta-linguistics)  
lead to the learners’ acquisition of tenses and other linguistic form in 
writing?  
1.4 Significance of Current Study 
Unlike most other studies on written corrective feedback which looked at 
article errors (e.g. Sheen, 2007, 2010; Ellis, Sheen, Murakami & Takashimi, 
2008; Bitchener & Knoch, 2009), this study focuses on tense errors. This will 
help expand the scope of corrective feedback research covering this rather 
neglected area. The selection of this aspect of L2 writing would be particularly 
useful to learners and teachers in Thailand where tense in English has been 
found to be a major problem among L2 learners. This study aims to provide 
some insight into a relatively under-studied and key area of written corrective 
feedback.  
In addition, the task work flow in this study is designed to be conducted in a 
out-of-classroom setting, setting it apart from most prior work on written 
corrective feedback which have been typically conducted in classrooms. This 
is to eliminate the possible effects of the in-classroom context, such as 
heightened attention focus and performance pressure. For example, if this 
study is conducted in the classroom, the learners might have paid more 
attention to the feedback because of the motivation to perform well in class. 
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1.5 Types of Corrective Feedback Used in the Present Research 
A central aim of this research is to investigate the effects of focused and 
unfocused written corrective feedback. Table 1.1 shows a summary of the 
types of corrective feedback used in this study.  
 
Types of written  
corrective feedback  
Reasons for use 
1 Direct corrective feedback • Easy to carry out 
• Less time consuming 
• Produces accurate revisions 
• Provides correct target form to 
learners 
2 Meta-linguistic corrective feedback • Stimulates learners’ explicit knowledge 
• Assists learners in understanding errors  
• Explicit instructions assist L2 
acquisition 
3 Focused and Unfocused Feedback • Focused feedback focuses on specific 
errors  
• Unfocused feedback focuses on a range 
of errors  
• Teachers decide whether to focus on 
specific error types, or all errors 
4 No feedback • Used to investigate if written 
corrective feedback is effective. The 
assumption is if corrective feedback is 
useful, then learners who do not 
receive any should perform poorly 
compared to those who receive it. 




Chapter Two: Literature Review 
The study of written corrective feedback has been much studied and debated 
since Truscott (1996) raised an issue on written grammar correction. However, 
despite the significant amount of research activity, there remains no 
conclusive result on whether written corrective feedback is actually effective 
for language learning.  This present study was designed and executed in 
response to this lack of conclusive result, particularly in relation to the 
effectiveness of written corrective feedback (focused, unfocused, and no 
feedback).  
In this chapter, an overview of different types of corrective feedback is first 
presented. This is followed by a review of the different types of corrective 
feedback related to the current study. Briefly, these categories are direct 
corrective feedback, indirect corrective feedback, meta-linguistic corrective 
feedback, focused and unfocused feedback, and implicit and explicit feedback. 
In the second section, previous research related to these five areas is also 
reviewed and critiqued. The nature and effect of noticing is also discussed as 
this hypothesis is related to the current study which focused on whether 
noticing has an effect on learning. Overview of Corrective Feedback 
The central claim of Truscott’s (1996) controversial yet landmark research is 
that grammar correction is ineffective in improving learners’ writing. In this 
work he also proposed reasons for this ineffectiveness. The theoretical and 




(I) Theoretical Problems 
(a) The Problem with Acquisition 
Truscott (1996) argued that a simple information transfer through written 
corrective feedback cannot be effective in the acquisition of knowledge. He 
further argued that a single form of correction is unlikely to be of use to 
learners learning the entire range of linguistic forms and structures. This is 
because an understanding towards a particular form alone is syntactically, 
lexically, and morphologically inadequate; one has to understand the meaning 
along with its usage of the form in relation to other words and other parts of 
the language system. The lexicon is not only about words; it relates to the 
meaning, form and usage of each word and it is dependent on the relationship 
between words and phrases in the language system. This applies to 
morphological knowledge as well. These lexical and morphological 
complexities are more subtle than mere exposure of a single linguistic form, 
but are necessary to the process of acquisition by learners. As such, in order to 
be effective, correction must be done to address these learning processes 
instead of simply employing a ‘transfer mode’ of information to the learners. 
(b) Order of Acquisition Problem:  
Truscott raised a second theoretical argument against the effectiveness of 
written corrective feedback on L2 acquisition. The argument addresses the 
question on whether the learners to whom the written corrective feedback has 
been provided for align well with the learners’ developmental stage. In simple 
terms, it is about how prepared the learners are in learning. According to L2 
acquisition theory, the learning of linguistic form and structures would follow 
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a certain natural order where the L2 learners are trained through a series of 
predictable stages in their quest to acquire linguistic features. When written 
corrective feedback is given at the point of time which is inconsistent with this 
natural order, written corrective feedback may not be effective in helping 
learners to learn. Thus, selective grammar corrections by the teacher should be 
done with respect to the individual learners’ grammar development level.  
(c) Pseudo-Learning Problem: 
Truscott also postulated that even if there were any possible learning from 
written corrective feedback, this might be likely due to pseudo-learning. 
Learning in this manner meant that learners would forget the “acquired 
knowledge” within a few months. It is important that both researchers and 
language instructors pay attention to the types of learning acquired by learners 
instead of just concentrating on whether learners improve their writing 
proficiency.  
The above three theoretical problems raised by Truscott have been strongly 
resisted by some researchers. Bitchener & Knoch (2009) highlighted that there 
were sufficient studies to conclude that written corrective feedback is effective 
and in some studies (e.g., Sheen, 2007; Bitchener, Young & Cameron, 2005; 
Bitchener, 2008), learners were able to display the acquisition of knowledge in 
their writing from the given feedback on the targeted language after at least a 
6-month period. Bitchener (2008) showed that written corrective feedback is 
useful in helping learners acquire simple, rule-governed forms and structures, 
such as the English article system and the past simple tense. In addition, from 
the oral corrective feedback studies (see Mackey & Philp, 1998; Mackey & 
Oliver, 2002), it was found that emphasizing single error category correction 
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produced positive results. In addition, Bitchener & Knoch (2009) reported that 
there are a number of research studies showing that English-as-a-Second-
Language writers utilised the written corrective feedback they received from 
previous essays while writing their new essays. These studies demonstrated 
that written corrective feedback truly improves learners’ writing proficiency 
and it did not result in pseudo-learning, as had been claimed by Truscott 
(1996). 
(II) Practical Problems 
(a) Problem from Teachers: 
In written corrective feedback, errors are to be first identified by teachers. This 
process of identification is not without problems. Cohen & Cavalcanti (1990) 
observed that in many instances, teachers were unable to notice errors. Even if 
errors were spotted by the teachers, it might not mean that the teachers have 
understood its correct usage.  
(b) Problem from Learners:  
Learners may not understand the explanations provided to them through 
written corrective feedback. This failure to understand could be due to a 
variety of reasons including the teacher’s lack of understanding on the cause 
of an error committed by the learners, and this could be miscommunicated to 
the learners through wrong meta-linguistic explanations. Although learners 
can rewrite an essay after reading the given feedback, they may not understand 
the explanations and it is likely that they would make the same error again. 
Even if learners understood the feedback, they are prone to forgetting the 
newly-acquired knowledge relatively fast. This is even more so if the error 
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explanation is complex - it will be even harder for learners to remember and 
understand their errors. Consequently, these learners would not be motivated 
to correct their writing according to the feedback they received. Based on the 
theoretical and practical problems discussed above, Truscott (1996) 
summarised that corrective feedback was not only ineffective but also 
unnecessarily provided for L2 learners. However, Ferris (2004) mentioned that 
the conclusion of Truscott on L2 writing was neither complete nor conclusive 
enough to show that grammar correction was ineffective because Truscott had 
overlooked or simply understated the positive evidence obtained from the 
many research studies investigating the effectiveness of grammar correction.  
In the following section, categories of corrective feedback research which 
suggested by Ferris (2012), are discussed. 
2.1.1 Categories of Corrective Feedback Research 
The first category is the “Study of Text Analytic Description of Learner Errors 
and Teacher Feedback”, where descriptive works of several types of errors 
are emphasised. It comprises the analysis of a relatively large-sized collection 
of learners’ texts and learners’ errors. These errors or corrections were 
identified, counted and further categorised. The types and quantity of each 
type of error made by the learners over a period of time were identified and 
how the teachers marked the errors were recorded in a chronicle order. 
The second category is “Study on the Effects of Written Corrective Feedback 
in L2 Writing”. This includes the most influential and recent empirical work 
on written corrective feedback. Studies carried out in this category include 
controlled quasi-experiments conducted by L2 acquisition researchers and 
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longitudinal classroom-based studies by scholars in the field of foreign 
language and L2 writing. Research conducted includes those studying the 
short term and long term effects of written corrective feedback. The effects of 
different types of written corrective feedback, such as direct feedback vs. 
indirect feedback, unfocused feedback vs. focused feedback, have also been 
studied. 
The third category is “Study on the views of the Teacher and Learner on 
Written Corrective Feedback”. As the name suggests, studies under this 
category would be those that examine the various aspects of teacher-learner 
opinions with regards to the written corrective feedback.  
2.1.2 Types of Written Corrective Feedback 
The studies of the corrective feedback vary in the type of feedback as shown 
in Table 2.1.  
S/N Researchers Type of Feedback  
1 Bitchener, Young & Cameron 
(2005) 
Direct, explicit written feedback 
2 Ellis, Sheen, Murakami & 
Takashimi (2008) 
Focused and unfocused feedback 
3 Bitchener & Knoch (2009) Direct corrective feedback and meta-linguistic 
explanation 
Table 2.1: Examples of research on different feedback types 
They are direct corrective feedback, indirect corrective feedback, meta-
linguistic corrective feedback, focused and unfocused feedback, electronic 
feedback and reformulation. Of these, only direct, indirect, meta-linguistic, 
focused and unfocused corrective feedback are related to the present study and 
reviewed here. Another type of written corrective feedback – implicit and 
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explicit feedback – is also included as they have an important role in the 
learning process. 
(1) Direct Corrective Feedback 
Direct corrective feedback refers to providing learners with the correct target 
language form when they make an error (Ellis, Sheen, Murakami & Takashimi, 
2008). These corrections can be in various forms such as by striking out or 
cancelling unnecessary morphemes, words or phrases, by adding missing 
morphemes or words, and also by writing out the corrected form near to or 
above the erroneous form.  
The explicit guidance provided through direct corrective feedback is 
advantageous to learners as it helps and guides them in correcting their errors, 
especially in cases where the learners are unsure and not capable of self-
correcting these errors. Direct corrective feedback may be better than indirect 
feedback for writers with lower proficiency level, as described in the work of 
Ferris & Roberts (as cited in Ellis, 2008 p. 99). 
The errors being explicitly highlighted and marked out by teachers also means 
that very little processing is required from learners. This relatively teacher-
centric feedback method may not lead to long term learning as the learners do 
not need to think or analyse how to correct their errors. 
(2) Indirect Corrective Feedback 
Indirect corrective feedback describes the kinds of strategies or methods that 
prompt learners to self-correct their errors (Ellis, Sheen, Murakami & 
Takashimi, 2008). When giving indirect corrective feedback, teachers indicate 
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which linguistic forms contain errors but they do not provide the correct forms 
of these errors. For example, a written corrective feedback of this type can be 
in the form of highlighting or underlining the error made, or marking a cross 
or other symbols along the margin where the line containing the error was 
made. In turn, the learners receiving these indictors or prompts interpret them 
and figure out what their correct forms are. 
Indirect feedback in written corrective feedback thus requires more mental 
processing by learners who need to figure out what could have ‘gone wrong’ 
with that part of their writing – a process not unlike problem-solving. This also 
makes it more likely for learners to remember the errors which would be more 
effective for longer term learning compared to direct corrective feedback. 
(3) Meta-linguistic Corrective Feedback 
When teachers provide written, explicit comments on student errors, this form 
of feedback is known as meta-linguistic feedback. These comments can take 
the form of error codes or explanations of the errors. Error codes are made up 
of abbreviated codes for various kinds of errors committed. For example, a 
teacher may write the code “art.” to indicate that there is an error related to the 
use of articles. These codes are usually marked along the margin or at the 
location where the error was made. In the case where the codes are marked 
along the margin, the learners would have to first locate the error made and 
revise the word or phrase accordingly. If the codes are marked at the error 
location, the learners would just need to make the necessary correction at the 
same location, without having to locate the error. 
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A major problem in providing meta-linguistic feedback is how well-designed 
or comprehensive the error code categories are. To illustrate with English, 
would a single category for the use of articles be more desirable, or would two 
separate categories for indefinite articles and definite articles be more suitable 
for learners?  
Providing meta-linguistic explanations to errors is less commonly practiced 
among L2 teachers mainly because it consumes more time than indicating 
error codes as feedback. Another deterrence to applying this approach in 
language teaching is the need for teachers to provide explanations in the form 
of linguistic generalizations or rules. This necessitates a high level of 
competence in meta-linguistic knowledge among teachers before error 
explanations I will can be presented clearly and accurately to learners. Where 
teacher knowledge is insufficient, these meta-linguistic explanations may end 
up confusing learners instead. 
(4) Focused and Unfocused Feedback 
Feedback given to learners can be described as being focused or unfocused. 
Unfocused feedback refers to the correction of all or a range of errors in 
learners’ written texts. This extensive manner of correction is one that is 
typically used by language teachers. In contrast, focused feedback refers to the 
selection of only specific errors to be corrected in learners’ written texts (Ellis, 
Sheen, Murakami & Takashima, 2008). 
The teachers may choose to provide feedback to all the errors committed by 
learners, but such corrective feedback would be obscured and not focused, at 
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the same time diffusing the learners’ attention to various errors at one time. A 
method to ensure that feedback is done more effectively is by having teachers 
choose specific types of error targeted for correction. Being exposed to various 
types of errors at one session may mean that learners would not be able to 
concentrate much on each error type. Therefore, it seems fairly intuitive that 
focused corrective feedback is more efficient in enhancing learners’ 
proficiency as the learners would be able to analyze the possibility of multiple 
corrections associated with a single error, which in turn helps them to better 
understand this error and its correct forms. 
However, there could still be significant value in unfocused corrective 
feedback, namely it may help learners to have a broader view of what their 
weaknesses are. Language does, after all, appear in context and not discrete 
sequences of technical elements. At times, errors committed may be dependent 
on other errors in context, or they could be of a mixed error types (for example, 
a word with vocabulary error which also reflects wrong article usage). 
Highlighting solely on a single error category may miss out on certain 
potential benefits of a more holistic approach to language and feedback. 
(5) Implicit and Explicit feedback 
Implicit feedback has been described (Ellis, Loewen & Erlam, 2006) as having 
no indicators to show where errors are, while in explicit feedback, indicators 
are used to show where the errors are. Explicit feedback can come in two 
forms. The first form is explicit correction where teachers identify and tell 
learners what the errors are along with their correct forms. The second form is 
meta-linguistic in nature. Teachers will give comments, information and/or 
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leading questions to elicit correct forms or guide the learners to the correct 
forms. In other words, explicit feedback constitutes a clear corrective force to 
learners and hints at the error’s exact location. This approach may lead 
learners to derive the respective target forms themselves with relatively clear 
prompts from teachers.  
2.1.3 Prior Work on Focused and Unfocused Feedback 
In this section, three different studies related to the present research are 
reviewed in greater depth. Sheen (2007) examined the effect of focused 
written corrective feedback and language aptitude on ESL learners’ 
acquisition of use of articles. The data used in her study were the narrative 
essays written by 91 intermediate ESL adult learners who had been asked to 
do three different exercises: an error correction test, a speed dictation test, and 
a new essay writing assignment.   
In Sheen’s study (2007), the participants were made up of 111 intermediate-
level students and five native-English-speaking American teachers. These 
students were ESL learners representing different ethnic backgrounds and 
languages such as Korean, Hispanic and Polish. The participants were grouped 
into three different groups, the direct-only group, the direct and meta-linguistic 
group, and the control group. The direct-only group received error corrections 
through a deletion of errors and were provided with their correct forms. The 
direct and meta-linguistic groups received the correct forms along with meta-
linguistic comments. The control group did not receive any feedback. 
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Three research questions were investigated by Sheen. The first was whether 
focused written corrective feedback had an effect on participants’ acquisition 
of English articles. She found that a positive effect on the learning of English 
articles as a result of written corrective feedback was evident, especially when 
the participant received both correct form and meta-linguistic feedback. 
The second research question was to check whether there were differences in 
the effects of direct correction with and without meta-linguistic feedback. It 
was found that there were differences between them, with evidence showing 
the direct and meta-linguistic feedback group outperforming the direct 
feedback only group.  
Sheen’s third inquiry was to find out to whether the level of learners’ language 
analytic ability played a role in their application of correct rules in new 
sentences. Her findings showed that the learners with a high level of language 
analytic ability were able to benefit more from direct corrective feedback and 
direct-meta-linguistic feedback compared to the learners with a low level of 
language analytic ability. 
In 2008, Ellis, Sheen, Murakami & Takashima published their work on 
focused and unfocused written corrective feedback among EFL learners. The 
study sought to fill the gap left by Sheen’s (2007) and Bitchner’s (2008) 
studies which examined only focused corrective feedback. Two research 
questions were framed in Ellis, Sheen, Murakami & Takashima (2008) study; 
first, does written corrective feedback help Japanese learners to improve their 
use of the English indefinite and definite articles? Second, is there a difference 
in the effectiveness of unfocused and focused corrective feedback? 
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Forty-nine intermediate level English proficiency learners participated in their 
study and were separated into three experimental groups: the focused 
corrective feedback group, the unfocused corrective feedback group, and the 
control group. Eighteen participants were assigned to the focused group and 
they received correction directed exclusively at errors involving the use of 
articles for first and second mention.  Another 18 participants were in the 
unfocused group where the correction given included article errors and a 
variety of other linguistic errors. The remaining 13 participants were in a 
control group which did not receive any feedback. Both experimental groups 
improved significantly from the pre-tests and post-tests and were also able to 
better correct the article errors in the sentences compared to the control group. 
The results suggest that the corrective feedback might have helped the learners 
in enhancing their meta-linguistic understanding on the use of articles.  
The second research question was focused on whether there is the difference 
between focused or unfocused feedback. Results indicate that there were no 
significant differences between the focused and unfocused groups. Both 
appeared to be equally effective. However, Ellis, Sheen, Murakami & 
Takashima also reported that focused corrective feedback would be more 
effective than unfocused feedback in the long run. This difference might 
reflect the fact that the focused group received more total corrections than the 
unfocused group. Many learners in the unfocused group made only one or two 
article errors and thus received only minimal correction of any misuse of 
articles they committed. 
Bitchener & Knoch (2009) conducted a 10-month longitudinal study on the 
effect of written corrective feedback on language development. Fifty-two low-
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intermediate ESL learners participated in the study and were separated into 
four different groups as follows; 
Group 1: Participants received direct error correction on each targeted 
error with written and oral meta-linguistic explanation. 
Group 2: Participants received direct error correction with written 
meta-linguistic explanation. 
Group 3: Participants received direct error correction. 
Group 4: Participants did not receive any written corrective feedback. 
Their study aimed to investigate two research questions. The first was to 
investigate whether written corrective feedback promoted the accuracy in the 
use of English articles over a 10-month period. The second was to investigate 
the effects of various types of written corrective feedback. It was found that 
the three groups which were provided with corrective feedback performed 
better than the control group. With regards to their second research question, 
the study observed a slight advantage for groups that received meta-linguistic 
feedback over groups that received only error correction. However, the 
improvement was not significant. Moreover, the study found that there was no 
different effect between each type of feedback (group 1, 2 and 3). 
2.1.4 Critiques on Previous Research 
The above three corrective feedback research studies are critiqued in this 
section. A common feature across the studies lies in their research 
methodology. They were each designed with a control group which is one of 
the strengths of their research designs.  According to Bitchener & Knoch 
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(2009), when there is no control group, it would be difficult to determine if 
improvements were really due to written corrective feedback.  
A second critique on prior work in written corrective feedback is on the 
varying proficiency levels of the participants. In the study carried out by Ellis, 
Sheen, Murakami & Takashima in 2008, even though the participants had 
completed 6 years of English study before entering university, there was still a 
gap between the students in the focused, unfocused and control groups. The 
English proficiency of students in the focused and unfocused groups was 
considered to be at intermediate level based on their university entrance results. 
They were also described to be among the top students in their respective 
fields. These fields were either aviation, technology or industrial design. On 
the other hand, students in the control group were studying agriculture and 
there was no mention that these students were among the top performers in 
agriculture. This pre-existing difference in the overall performance of the 
students across the focus. Unfocused, and control groups may have affected 
the results of this study. 
The third critique is that all three studies focused solely on English articles.  
The study of written corrective feedback would be more generalizable if the 
scope of the errors studied was not just limited to article errors.  
The fourth critique of Sheen (2007) and Bitchener & Knoch (2009) is that they 
examined only focused feedback and did not compare the effects against the 
unfocused feedback group. In contrast, Ellis, Sheen, Murakami & Takashima 
(2008) included an investigation on the differences between focused and 
unfocused corrective feedback.  
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2.2 Defining Noticing 
Besides studying the effectiveness of written corrective feedback, the present 
work also investigated whether the learners’ noticing influence their 
acquisition of correct linguistic forms. In this section, I review the literature 
related to noticing.  
Schmidt first raised the hypothesis on noticing in 1990 to address how input 
changed to intake. He derived his hypothesis on noticing from his experience 
in learning Portuguese. He discovered that some linguistic forms had entered 
his inter-language system when he had paid attention to them and thus, he 
hypothesized that in order to acquire any linguistic form, L2 learners need to 
be aware of the input.  
Schmidt & Frota (1986) first highlighted the importance of noticing while 
learning a second language and mentioned that in order for an L2 learner to 
better understand and use a linguistic form correctly, normal class time was 
not enough to be effective. Insufficient class time implies fewer opportunities 
for learners to be given corrective feedback. They concluded that being aware 
of the input consciously (known as noticing) is an important component of an 
L2 learner’s learning. The results of their diary study were also reported to 
support the hypothesis, affirming that without noticing, there will be no 
learning in L2. Then in 1994, Schmidt defined noticing as a detecting process 
whereby one registers any occurrence of an event consciously and this 
registration of event is eventually stored in the long term memory. The 
noticing of grammar was reported to play a significant role in the learning 
process by Ellis (1995), who pointed out “no noticing, no acquisition” to the 
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corrective feedback community. Based on Badstone’s (1996) work (as cited in 
Qi & Lapkin, 2001), noticing was described as the grammatical intake as a 
result of learners focusing on the input, and intake was in turn defined as input 
which has been incorporated as part of the process for learning. 
2.2.1 Previous Research on Noticing 
Qi & Lapkin (2001) is one of the few studies that investigated the importance 
of noticing in second language acquisition. Studying two adults whose second 
language was English, their investigation process was divided into three parts: 
composing, reformulation, and improvement in post-test. The results obtained 
were encouraging with evidence showing that the quality of noticing had an 
effect on improving L2 writing. The researchers also stated that some 
appropriate feedback types could potentially encourage learners to pay 
attention to a particular form. Thus, it is assumed that if clearer direct 
feedback was provided to learners, the more the learners could notice. Once 
learners noticed the feedback and understood them, these learners would have 
a chance to improve their new pieces of writing without repeated instructions 
from their teachers. Likewise, Schmidt (1990) concluded that noticing was 
required and it was a necessary condition for the conversion of input to intake. 
Thus, input could only become intake when it had been noticed. 
Santos, M., Lopez-Serrano, S. & Manchon, R. M. (2010) investigated the 
effect of error correction and reformulation on secondary school learners who 
were at an intermediate level of English proficiency. Their study was designed 
in three-stages: composition, comparison-noticing, and revision. They defined 
“noticing” as the ability to notice errors in the comparison stage. Three 
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guiding research questions were formulated to compare before-after aspects of 
receiving reformulation and error correction feedback. 
The questions raised in their study were: 1. Is there a difference in learner’s 
performance in noticing after receiving reformulation or error correction 
corrective feedback?, 2. Are there variations in the linguistic accuracy found 
in their revisions?, and 3. What types of changes are incorporated by the 
learners in their revisions? The results showed that reformulation and error 
correction did not affect the amount of noticing as learners could notice every 
error. In terms of linguistic accuracy, the study found that error correction was 
more effective compared to reformulation corrective feedback. Moreover, it 
was also shown that when exposed to error correction, the students 
incorporated different types of error (formal, lexical and discoursal) revisions 
in fairly equal amounts.   
In this study, I speculate that written corrective feedback would have an effect 
on the learners’ intake, and in turn the learners’ intake would have an impact 
on their output. Figure 2.1 below shows the prediction of the relationship 





















2.3 Think-Aloud Protocol 
To identify instances of noticing among learners in this study, thinking aloud 
was used. Ericcson (2006) described the possibility for learners to speak out 
their thoughts in a sequential way without changing the content of their 
thoughts in achieving task completion. Closely related to thinking aloud is 
verbal protocol analysis (VPA) – a process facilitating the collection and 
analysis of verbal data related to cognitive processing. It involves recording a 
person’s verbal report in detail when they are engaged in performing a task 
such as solving a mental calculation problem, decision making or interaction 
with computer. Specific instructions are given and to be strictly adhered to by 
the learners when producing verbal reports. This is normally referred to as 
“thinking aloud protocols”. Concurrent protocols are verbal reports completed 
when the person is performing the task, while retrospective protocols are 
verbal reports that are created after the person completed the task. In order to 
investigate how the learners notice their errors and written corrective feedback, 
think-aloud protocols were used to discover what learners are thinking.  
In the research carried out by Wong (2005), thinking aloud was employed as a 
means of capturing the strategic thoughts of advanced L2 students during the 
composing process. Four participants wrote their assignments in separate 
writing sessions which were video recorded. During the process, they were 
instructed to think aloud by speaking out what they were thinking while 
composing the essays. These videos were then transcribed and analyzed.   
This chapter provides the background to the present research study by 
discussing the types of corrective feedback, problems, previous studies, and 
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methodological conventions associated with corrective feedback research and 
their effect on actual acquisition (intake), as opposed to pseudo-learning of the 
input. Along with that, justifications were also given for the selection of both 
focused and unfocused feedback types in this current study. The process of 
noticing in L2 learning is addressed in the above, along with the thinking 
aloud protocol which was one of the main methods deployed in this 
investigation. The research methodology for this present study will be 





Chapter Three: Research Methodology 
3.1 Context of the Study 
The study was conducted with students studying in Potisarn Pittayakorn 
School, a government secondary school located in Bangkok, Thailand. This 
school has three programs for the students: English Program (EP), Intensive 
English Program (IEP), and General Program (GP).  English language is used 
as a medium of instruction for the EP students, except for the teaching and 
learning of Thai language and the History of Thailand modules. The students 
in the IEP group study English language with teachers who are native speakers. 
All subjects including English Language are taught in Thai for the GP group. 
The majority of students in this school are in the GP group. The sample of 
participants for this study comes from the IEP group. 
3.2 Participants 
Nine English-as-a-Foreign-Language (EFL) secondary school students who 
were studying in the IEP group at the Potisarn Pittayakorn School participated 
in this study. The reason why the participants were chosen from the IEP group 
for this study is because they were of average English Language proficiency 
when compared to both the EP and GP groups. The sample was made up of 6 
females and 3 males and aged from 14 to 15 years old. The participants had 
been studying EFL for 11 to 12 years and had not studied English language in 
any native-speaking countries.  Their native language was Thai. At the time of 
data-collection, the participants were in Grade 9, and their English Language 
grades in the previous semester were B grade which ranged from 70 to 79 
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marks. In addition, the results of their oral ability from the previous semester 
were not lower than a B+ grade which was between 75 and 100 marks. Thus, 
it can be assumed that the participants had comparable English Language 
proficiency.  
3.3 Research Design 
The effectiveness of three different types of feedback (the focused feedback, 
unfocused feedback and no feedback) were examined qualitatively over a 3-
month period. Nine participants were grouped into three small groups. Each 
small group consisted of one male and two females.  The focused feedback 
group was provided with error correction in tenses. The unfocused feedback 
group was provided with error correction in tense, articles, spelling, pronouns, 
vocabulary, and prepositions. The no feedback group was not provided with 
any error corrections. Both the focused and unfocused feedback groups were 
also given meta-linguistic explanations for the errors they had committed. 
Their errors were underlined and the correct forms were provided for the 
learners in the focused and unfocused feedback groups.  
The data collected and analyzed for the present study include first draft, 
second draft, post-test, and delayed post-test. The first draft was written on the 
first day of the experiment, and the second draft was written on the fourth day. 
The post-test was conducted on the eighth day; and the delayed post-test was 
conducted 3 months later. The research design of the study incorporated think-
aloud methodology. The think-aloud protocols were elicited from the learners 
when they looked over their errors in the essay. Think-aloud protocol was 
used in this study to examine whether the learners noticed the written 
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corrective feedback provided for them and to investigate whether the quality 
of noticing was different among the three groups of learners.  
3.4 Procedure of the Study 
The procedure of the study is outlined in a five-stage task workflow and 














Figure 3.1: A five-stage task workflow 
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First, each learner was instructed to compose a narrative essay “Songkran 
Festival” in three paragraphs of about 250 to 300 words within 40 minutes. In 
the first paragraph, the learners were required to write about the activities they 
would do during the last year's Songkran festival. In the second paragraph, the 
learners were instructed to write about what they would be doing if "today is 
Songkran day”. In the last paragraph, the learners were instructed to write 
about what they would like to do on Songkran festival in the following year. It 
was assumed that instructing the learners to write the essay in this manner 
would likely compel them to use at least two tenses: past tense and future 
tense. 
Second, the training for think-aloud was given to all the learners over the next 
two days. The training was a session of about 30 minutes. After this session, 
the learners were provided with three different types of written corrective 
feedback: focused, unfocused, and no feedback. The tense error was targeted 
in the focused feedback because it had been found that Thai students 
experienced difficulty on the usage of English tense. Pongsiriwet (2001) found 
that the most frequently found errors of Thai EFL students were the subject-
verb agreement, verb formation, and tenses. Similarly, Srichanyachon (2011) 
found that tense and preposition errors were not easily identified by the Thai 
students.  Figure 3.2 shows an illustration of focused feedback provided to the 





 I and my friends go to Huahin last weekend. We stay in Chanchay bungalow 





Figure 3.2: Focused feedback 
In the unfocused feedback group, corrections of tense errors, together with 
other types of grammatical errors, were provided for the learners and an 




Figure 3.3: Unfocused feedback 
Finally, the learners in the no feedback group had their essays returned 




Figure 3.4: No feedback 
The learners in the focused and unfocused groups were instructed to look over 
their errors and the feedback provided. They were asked to concurrently think-
aloud for at least five minutes while looking over their errors and the given 
feedback. The no feedback group also was instructed to look over their first 
draft and they were asked to concurrently think-aloud for at least five minute 
while looking over their first draft. All think-aloud sessions were video-
recorded and then transcribed. 
to 
 
I and my friends go to Huahin last weekend. We stay in Chanchay bungalow 
and hotel. We like to go Huahin because it is not far from Bangkok. 
 
I and my friends go to Huahin last weekend. We stay in Chanchay bungalow 
and hotel. We like to go Huahin because it is not far from Bangkok. 
went stayed 
went stayed at 
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At the third stage of this study, the learners were invited to return to the class 
on the next day for another task. The learners were not told that they had to 
revise their first draft on the next day. This was to eliminate the possibility of 
students studying the feedback, which might prime the learners beforehand. In 
Bitchener & Knoch (2009)’s study, the students were also not told if they 
would be revising their second drafts on the next day. The original essay was 
returned to the learners and the learners were asked to rewrite their essay.  
As Chandler (2003) pointed out several studies that had examined corrective 
feedback (e.g., Ashwell 2000; Cardelled & Corno 1981; Fathman & Whalley 
1990; Ferris 1997; Ferris & Roberts 2001; Frantzen & Rissell 1987) failed to 
show whether the students who had received error correction would be able to 
write more accurately in their future assignments because those studies 
examined only the accuracy of the revised draft. Therefore, the fourth stage in 
this study was designed to ask the learners to compose a completely new 
narrative essay (classified as post-test) on the topic “Loy Krathong Festival”. 
The participants were asked to compose the post-test essay in 250 to 300 
words and to complete the writing task within 40 minutes. They were asked to 
write about their experience in the last Loy Krathong festival, “if today is Loy 
Krathong festival”, and their plan for next Loy Krathong festival in the first, 
second, and third paragraphs respectively. Similar to the instructions provided 
for writing the first essay, the learners were expected to use at least two tenses: 
past tense and future tense. 
In the fifth stage, the learners were required to do a delayed post-test on the 
topic, “New Year”. Like the first essay, the delayed post-test also required the 
learners to use at least two tenses: past tense and future tense. The learners 
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were asked to write about their experience of the last New Year in the first 
paragraph, and were instructed to write about the “if today is New Year day” 
in the second paragraph, and their plan for the next New Year day in the last 
paragraph. 
3.5 Training for Think Aloud 
In Stage One of the study, the participants were trained to think-aloud. In 
Stage Two of the procedures, they were asked to think-aloud while looking 
over the different types of feedback. The think-aloud training comprised three 
key stages: 1. giving the learners the instructions on how to think aloud, 2. 
illustrating the method to do so, and 3. allowing them to practice the think-
aloud method. The instructions used in this study were adapted from Wong 
(2005) but were slightly modified to suit the purpose of this study. They were 
provided in Thai and English language. The think-aloud instructions were as 
follows:  
1. You are able to say whatever in their mind. 
2. You should try not to keep quiet for more than 10 seconds. You are 
required to speak continuously. 
3. You are to make sure that your voice is audible. 
4. You do not explain your thoughts. 
5. You do not need to worry about grammar or writing in complete 
sentences. 




The topic “zoo” was selected as a trial example because it was not related to 
the topics which the students were required to write for this study. The 
researcher explained her thoughts on the topic “zoo”. Each learner was given 5 
to 10 minutes to practice thinking-aloud. The think aloud training was 
terminated once the researcher was sure that the learners were able to think 
aloud.  
3.6 Rating of Essays 
In this study, I investigated the effectiveness of written corrective feedback on 
tense, articles, spelling, pronouns, vocabulary, and prepositions. The following 
are the descriptions of my error corrections on the students' essays. An 
example of each type of error is also provided. 
A. Tense Errors: I identified the tense errors into three categories.  
i. Verb is omitted. 
e.g., I _ back home. 
My mother _ very scare.  
ii. Inappropriate tenses are used. 
e.g ., Next year, I go to Singapore. 
If today is Songkran, I will go to Chaing Mai.  
iii. Inappropriate infinitive verb forms are used 
e.g., I went to ate lunch. 
We must to pray Buddha. 




i. Inappropriate use of articles ‘a’, ‘an’, and ‘the’ 
e.g. I went to _ waterfall. 
 I have a dinner. 
2) Spelling 
i. The word is spelled incorrectly. 
e.g. On 13 Aprill 2011, I went to Phuket. 
 Yesterday, I plaied with my sister. 
3) Pronouns 
i. Pronouns are repeated or omitted in the sentence. 
e.g. That day, _  was very happy. 
My father he will go to China. 
ii. Inappropriate pronoun is used. 
e.g., My father is a teacher. She worked in Bangkok. 
4) Vocabulary Use 
i. Inappropriate vocabulary is used in the context. 
e.g., I charity some money to the temple. 
I had to leave because other hotels were full. 
ii. Inappropriate part of speech is used after preposition. 
e.g., It is a good place for sightsee. 
iii. Singular/Plural nouns 




i. Preposition is omitted. 
e.g., I have stayed _ 2 days. 
I go _ school. 
ii. Inappropriate preposition is used. 
e.g.,  I would stay at Bangkok. 
After I have identified the type of errors, I classified the errors according to 
the error type, Tenses and Others. To answer Research Question One (What 
do the think-aloud protocols show about the learners’ noticing of errors?), I 
quantified the number of error instances in  the learners spoke out in order to 
find out whether the learners noticed the corrective feedback provided for 
them. To answer Research Question Two (What types of feedback help the 
learners improve their writing?) and Research Question Three (What types of 
feedback lead to the learners' acquisition of tenses and other linguistics forms 
in writing?), I quantified the number of tense error, the number of other types 
of errors (e.g., articles, spelling, pronouns, vocabulary, and prepositions) and 
also counted the number of words in each essay. In the next section, I will 
explain how I analyze the data. 
3.7 Data Analysis 
In order to illustrate how data is analyzed, the research questions of this study 
are referred to here again; and this is followed by a description of how the data 
of the study was analyzed. 
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1. The first research question: What do the think-aloud protocols show about 
the learners’ noticing of errors? 
In order to address the first research question, I examine the think-aloud 
protocols produced by the learners. The transcription of the think-aloud 
process is analyzed to find out how the learners in the focused and 
unfocused group react to their teacher's feedback. Concurrently, the think-
aloud protocols is used to explain how the learners in the no feedback 
group react when they look over their original first draft. Specifically I 
examine the relationship between the number of instances of noticing of 
errors with the different types of feedback and the results (a sample) are 
tabulated as shown in Table 3.1.  
Types of 
error 






















Tense 20 10 50% 20 5 25% 20 6 30% 
Other 30 15 50% 30 25 83% 30 5 17% 
Total 50 25 50% 50 30 60% 50 11 22% 
Table 3.1: Percentage of errors noticed by the learners (a sample only) 
2. The second research question: What types of feedback help the learners 
improve their writing? 
- Focused meta-linguistic corrective feedback  
- Unfocused meta-linguistic corrective feedback  
-  No feedback  
To examine the effectiveness of the three types of written corrective 
feedback, the percentage of errors made in the first draft is compared with 
the percentage of errors made in the second draft. Written corrective 
feedback is considered effective if it reduces the percentage of errors in 
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the second draft. To calculate the percentage of errors, I divide the 
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This formula is adapted and modified from Bitchener & Knoch's (2009) 
study.  
Table 3.2 shows an example of the number of words and number of errors 
(tense and others) in the first and second drafts. Table 3.3 illustrates an 
example of the percentage of errors committed in the first and second 
draft in the focused feedback group, unfocused feedback group, and no 
feedback group. In addition, I also tabulated the percentage of differences 
of errors committed by the learners in the second draft and the first draft 
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Focused Group Unfocused Group No Feedback 
F1 F2 F3 Total  U1 U2 U3 Total  N1 N2 N3 Total  
1st Draft Total Word Used 90 100 110 300 100 150 100 350 120 110 120 350 
No. of tense errors 20 50 50 120 40 50 50 140 60 40 40 140 
No. of other errors 40 30 20 90 25 50 30 105 35 40 30 105 
Total No. of errors 60 80 70 210 65 100 80 245 95 80 70 350 
                
2nd Draft Total Word Used 150 100 100 350 120 80 100 300 110 110 100 320 
No. of tense errors 12 20 20 52 16 7 13 36 40 35 49 124 
No. of other errors 28 40 30 98 32 15 25 72 26 30 30 86 
Total No. of errors 40 60 50 150 48 22 38 108 66 65 79 210 
Table 3.2: Errors in first and second drafts (a sample only) 
Table 3.3: Percentage of errors in first and second drafts (a sample only) 
 
3. The third research question: What types of feedback (focused or 
unfocused with meta-linguistics) lead to the learners' acquisition of tenses 
and other linguistic forms in writing?  
 
The number of errors found in the first draft, post-test, and delayed post-
test are counted and computed in percentages. Then the percentage of 
errors committed in the post-test and the delayed post-test are compared 
to the first draft because the first draft is initial essay written by the 
learners. In addition, the differences with respect to the first draft are 
calculated for both post-test and delayed post-test. Also, the differences 
between the delayed post-test and the post-test are calculated as well. A 
sample of results was tabulated in the Table 3.4 and 3.5 below.  
  
Types of Error Focused Feedback Unfocused Feedback No Feedback 
Essay Tense Other Total Tense Other Total Tense Other Total 
1st Draft 40% 30% 70% 40% 30% 70% 40% 30% 70% 
2nd Draft 15% 28% 43% 12% 24% 36% 39% 27% 66% 




Focused Group Unfocused Group No Feedback 
F1 F2 F3 Total  U1 U2 U3 Total  N1 N2 N3 Total  
1st Draft Total Word Used 90 100 110 300 100 150 100 350 120 110 120 350 
No. of tense errors 20 50 50 120 40 50 50 140 60 40 40 140 
No. of other errors 40 30 20 90 25 50 30 105 35 40 30 105 
Total No. errors 60 80 70 210 65 100 80 245 95 80 70 350 
                
Post-Test Total Word Used 100 100 100 300 100 100 100 300 110 110 100 320 
No. of tense errors 20 25 30 75 24 40 20 84 40 35 49 124 
No. of other errors 24 30 30 84 24 20 10 54 26 30 30 86 
Total No. errors 44 55 60 159 48 60 30 138 66 65 79 210 
  
              
Delayed Post-Test Total Word Used 120 120 120 360 110 110 110 330 100 100 100 300 
No. of tense errors 33 30 30 93 12 35 35 82 40 40 40 120 
No. of other errors 44 30 30 104 16 20 20 56 24 30 30 84 
Total No. errors 77 60 60 197 28 55 55 138 64 70 70 204 
Table 3.4: Errors in first drafts, post-test and delayed post-test (a sample only) 
Types of Error Focused Feedback Unfocused Feedback No Feedback 
 
Essay Tense Other Total Tense Other Total Tense Other Total 
1st Draft 40% 30% 70% 40% 30% 70% 40% 30% 70% 
Post-test 25% 28% 53% 28% 18% 46% 39% 27% 66% 
Differences 
between Post-test 
and first draft 
37.5% 6.7% 24.3% 30% 40% 34.3% 2.5% 10% 5.7% 
Delayed Post-test 26% 29% 55% 25% 17% 43% 40% 28% 68% 
Differences 
between Delayed 
Post-test and first 
draft 
35% 3.3% 21.4% 37.5% 43.3% 38.6% 9% 6.7% 2.9% 




Chapter Four: Results 
In this chapter, the results are presented in response to the three research 
questions; 
Research Question 1: What do the think-aloud protocols show about the 
learners’ noticing of errors? 
Research Question 2: What types of feedback help the learners improve their 
writing? 
• Focused meta-linguistic corrective feedback 
• Unfocused meta-linguistic corrective feedback 
• No feedback 
Research Question 3: What types of feedback lead to the learners' acquisition 
of tenses and other linguistic forms in writing? 
4.1 First Research Questions 
The think-aloud protocols were analyzed for the first research question. The 
think-aloud protocols were obtained when the learners glossed over the errors 
corrected by the researcher for their first drafts of essays. Two characteristics 
of noticing were observed in this think-aloud exercise and will be briefly 
explained. First, the learners spoke out the corrected sentence by the 




Original writing:       “I go to eat lunch and go back to hotel.” 
Focused feedback:   “I !o to eat lunch and go back to hotel.” 
Transcription:       “I would go to eat lunch and go back to hotel.” 
would 
Original writing:       “Temperature is under -1 Celsius” 
Unfocused feedback:  “Temperature is under -1 Celsius.” 











Figure 4.1: Corrected sentences spoken aloud by the learners 
The second characteristic of noticing observed is that the learners gave a 
reason using the meta-linguistic explanations provided by the researcher. Most 
of the time, the learners would speak aloud the reason based on the meta-
linguistic feedback instead of providing their own reason. An example is 





















Figure 4.2: Original sentences with meta-linguistics feedback spoken aloud by the learners 
 
However, it was found that the second characteristic of noticing was carried 
out by the learners only at the first instance when an error occurred. 
Subsequently, when the same error type occurred, the learners did not read 
aloud any meta-linguistic explanation given by the researcher.  
On the other hand, the learners in the no feedback group were only able to 
notice some of the errors made.  However, these two think-aloud 





























First, the learners read aloud their original writing without any noticing, as 




Figure 4.3: Original sentence reflecting no noticing 
As can be seen from Figure 4.3, the learners were not able to notice their 
errors when they read out the original sentence containing the error during the 
think-aloud exercise. 
Second, the learners read aloud the sentences and raised questions which 
reflected that they were unsure whether those sentences were correct or wrong, 
as shown in Figure 4.4.  
  
Original writing: “In the evening I went to have a dinner.” 
Correct structure: “In the evening I went to have dinner.” 

























Figure 4.4: Transcription which the learners question whether the original writing was correct or 
wrong 
From sample transcript 1, (see Figure 4.4), the learners were able to diagnose 
or identify their errors but they were uncertain on how to correct their errors. 
Sample 1 
Original writing: “If this day is Songkran day, I will go to the beach 
in Phuket because this place is very beautiful.” 
Correct structure:  “If today was Songkran day, I would go to the 
beach in Phuket because this place is very beautiful.” 
Transcription: “If this day is Songkran day, I go oops! No I will I what? 
Correct! I go to the beach in Phuket because this day oops! This place is 
very beautiful. 
Sample 2 
Original writing: “The second day, I went to Prajuabkhirikhun with 
my family.” 
Correct structure: “The second day, I went to Prajuabkhirikhun with 
my family.”  
Transcription: “The second day The second day Do I need to add “-s”? 
The second days I went to Prajuabkhirikhun with my family.” 
Note: Eventhough the learner had used the correct form in sample 2, the 
learner thought out loud his/her uncertainty by using the question “Do I 
need to add –s?” 
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In sample transcript 2, the learner was not sure whether his/her original written 
sentence was correct or wrong. 
An investigation into whether different types of feedback, focused feedback, 
unfocused feedback, or no feedback, affect the number of noticed errors was 
also carried out.  Based on the verbal transcription of the learners' think-aloud 
protocols, the number of errors noticed by the learners was counted and added 
up. These errors include tenses, articles, spelling, pronouns, vocabulary use, 
and prepositions. It was not of concern to the researcher whether the learners 
could correct the identified errors or not. The crux of the issue was on whether 
the learners noticed or did not notice the corrective feedback provided by the 
researcher. Table 4.1 shows the percentage of errors noticed by the learners 
when provided with the different types of feedback.  
Types 
of error 

























Tense 56 44 78.57% 80 73 91.25% 55 7 12.73% 
Other 76 5 6.58% 98 59 60.20% 44 2 4.55% 
Total 132 49 37.12% 178 132 74.16% 99 9 9.09% 
Table 4.1: Percentage of errors noticed by the learners 
From Table 4.1, the learners in the unfocused group had the highest overall 
noticing efficiency, 74.16%. The percentage of tense errors noticed was 91.25% 
and the percentage of other types of errors noticed was 60.20%.  The learners 
in the focused feedback group had the second highest overall noticing 
efficiency, 37.12%. The percentage of tense errors noticed (78.57%) was 
much higher than the percentage of other types of errors noticed (6.58%).  The 
learners in the no feedback group noticed the least number of errors and had 
the lowest overall noticing efficiency of only 9.09%. The percentage of tense 
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errors noticed was 12.73% and the percentage of other types of errors noticed 
was 4.55%. 
A few observations are derived from the above data. First, when a teacher 
provides the learners with unfocused feedback, the learners were able to notice 
a high percentage of tense errors and other types of errors. Second, when a 
teacher provided the learners with focused feedback, the learners were able to 
notice a higher percentage of the tense errors than the other types of errors.  
The learners' awareness of their tense errors was in fact greatly heightened 
compared to other types of errors they had committed when they were 
provided with the focused feedback. When no feedback was provided for the 
learners, the learners were able to notice only 9.09% of the errors they had 
committed. This shows that the types of feedback given by a teacher affect the 
number of errors the learners notice.  
To summarize, the results show that different types of written corrective 
feedback provided for the learners (focused, unfocused, and no feedback) 
influenced how they noticed and what they noticed. For learners who were 
provided with focused or unfocused feedback, they tended to read aloud the 
corrected version of the sentences. They were also found to reiterate the meta-
linguistic explanations of the correct use of language features provided by the 
researcher when they observed the error at the first instance. Subsequently, 
when they observed similar types of errors, they did not repeat the meta-
linguistic explanations of the errors anymore. This evidently reveals that the 
learners were aware of the repeated types of errors committed by them. When 
we compare the number of noticed errors by the learners from the focused and 
unfocused groups, it is found that the learners in the unfocused corrective 
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feedback group noticed more errors than the learners in the focused corrective 
feedback group. For learners who were not provided with feedback, the think-
aloud protocols reveal that they either failed to notice the errors they had made 
or they did not know how to correct their errors even though they were given 
ample time to revise their original first draft.  
4.2 Second Research Question 
To order to find out which types of corrective feedback help learners improve 
their writing, I looked into the number of total words used, number of tense 
errors, number of other errors, and total number of errors made in the first and 
second drafts of the learners' essay. The results are reported in Table 4.2 below.  
Table 4.2: Errors in first and second drafts 
Table 4.2 shows the number of total words used, the number of tense errors, 
the number of other errors and the total number of errors which were produced 
by each learner in each group for the first draft and second drafts. The number 
produced by each student in each group was added and represented as “Total” 
which was used to calculate the percentage in next step. 
Draft 
Focused Group Unfocused Group No Feedback 
F1 F2 F3 Total  U1 U2 U3 Total  N1 N2 N3 Total  
1st Draft Total Word Used 319 147 179 645 252 434 347 1033 188 290 292 770 
No. of tense errors 23 15 18 56 17 28 35 80 6 20 29 55 
No. of other errors 33 18 25 76 27 30 41 98 3 22 19 44 
Total No. of errors 56 33 43 132 44 58 76 178 9 42 48 99 
                            
2nd Draft Total Word Used 305 249 200 754 274 462 356 1092 200 313 283 796 
No. of tense errors 5 11 6 22 3 9 24 36 6 15 21 42 
No. of other errors 26 10 23 59 13 18 20 51 3 35 20 58 
Total No. of errors 31 21 29 81 16 27 44 87 9 50 41 100 
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Then I calculated the percentage of error made based on this formula: 
	
	
  	 "#$ %&	'()*+,	$-	.,,$,		/$))0  +#$ %&	1$, 	2   
This formula was adapted from Bitchener & Knoch (2009). The percentage of 
errors made in the first and second drafts are tabulated in Table 4.3 below.  
Table 4.3: Percentage of errors in first and second drafts 
As seen from Table 4.3, the percentage of improvement between the first draft 
and the second drafts was calculated based on this formula: 
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The learners in the focused feedback group made a total of 20.47% of errors in 
their first drafts and a total of 10.74% in their second drafts. The percentage of 
differences between the first drafts and second drafts was 47.5%. If we zoom 
into the sub-categories of the percentages of the types of errors committed by 
the learners in the focused feedback group, the percentage of tense errors was 
reduced by 66.4% whereas the percentage of other types of errors was reduced 
by 33.6%.The learners in the unfocused group made a total of 17.23 % of 
errors in their first draft and a total of 7.97% in their second drafts. The 
percentage of difference between the first and second drafts was 53.7%. The 
percentage of tense errors was reduced by 57.4%, whereas the percentage of 
other types of errors was reduced by 50.8%. 
Types of Error Focused Feedback Unfocused Feedback No Feedback 
Essay Tense Other Total Tense Other Total Tense Other Total 
1st Draft 8.68% 11.78% 20.47% 7.74% 9.49% 17.23% 7.14% 5.71% 12.86% 
2nd Draft 2.92% 7.82% 10.74% 3.30% 4.67% 7.97% 5.28% 7.29% 12.56% 
Differences 66.4% 33.6% 47.5% 57.4% 50.8% 53.7% 26.1% -27.7% 2.3% 
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The learners in the no feedback group committed 12.86% of errors in their 
first draft and 12.56% of errors in their second draft. The percentage of 
difference between the first and second drafts was very marginal, 2.3%. The 
percentage of tense errors was reduced by 26.1%, whereas the percentage of 
other types of errors was increased by 27.7%. The following figures (see 
Figures 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7) provide graphical representations of the tense errors, 
the other types of errors, and the total number of errors for the first and second 
drafts of the three groups of writers respectively. Each of the graphs is 
explained as follows:  
  
Figure 4.5: Percentage of tense error in first and second drafts 
From Figure 4.5 and Table 4.3 above, it can be seen that the learners in the 
focused feedback condition produced 8.68% of tense errors in their first drafts 
and produced 2.92% of tense errors in their second drafts. The learners in the 
focused feedback group reduced their tense errors by 5.76%.  The learners in 
the unfocused feedback condition produced 7.74% of tense errors in their first 
drafts and produced 3.30% of tense errors in their second drafts. The learners 



























learners in the no feedback group produced 7.14% of tense errors in their first 
drafts and produced 5.28% of tense errors in their second drafts. But the 
learners in the no feedback condition reduced their tense error only by 1.86%.  
To conclude, the learners from the focused and unfocused feedback group 
committed slightly higher percentages of errors in the first draft as compared 
to the no feedback group. However, after receiving the written corrective 
feedback from the researcher, the students in the focused and unfocused 
groups committed lower percentages of tense errors as compared to the no 
feedback group in their second draft. 
  
Figure 4.6: Percentage of other types of error in first and second drafts 
As can be seen from Figure 4.6 and Table 4.3, the learners from the focused 
and unfocused feedback groups made lower percentages of other types of 
errors in their second draft as compared to their first draft. The learners in the 
focused feedback condition produced 11.78% of other errors in their first 
drafts and produced 7.82% of other errors in their second drafts. The learners 





























learners in the unfocused feedback condition produced 9.49% of other errors 
in their first drafts and produced 4.67% of other errors in their second drafts. 
The learners in the unfocused feedback condition reduced their other errors by 
4.82%. But the learners in the no feedback group made a greater percentage of 
other types of errors in their second draft (7.29%) than in their first draft 
(5.71%). Moreover, the learners in the no feedback condition increased their 
tense error by 2.21%. 
In conclusion, even though the learners from the focused and unfocused 
feedback groups committed higher percentages of other types of errors as 
compared to the no feedback group in the first draft, they committed lower 
percentages of other types of errors in their second draft when compared to the 
no feedback group.  
  
Figure 4.7: Percentage of all types of errors made in first and second drafts 
From Figure 4.7 above and Table 4.3, there were improvements in the number 
of all types of errors produced by the learners in the focused and unfocused 




























and 10.74% of all types of errors in the first draft and the second draft 
respectively. For the learners in the unfocused feedback group, they produced 
17.23% of all types of errors in their first draft and 7.97% in the second draft. 
On a further note, providing the learners with unfocused feedback appears 
marginally more effective in improving the quality of their writing compared 
to providing them with the focused feedback. This could be due to the fact that 
the learners in the focused group paid more attention only to the tense errors 
due to the focused feedback they had received, whereas the learners in the 
unfocused group were exposed to all types of error feedback correction, which 
might have diffused their attentional focus on the types of feedback received. 
In looking at the percentage of all types of errors produced by the learners 
from no feedback group, there was not much difference between the 
percentage of all types of errors produced between the first and second drafts. 
Specifically, the learners in the no feedback group produced 12.86% of all 
types of errors in the first draft and 12.56% of all types of errors in the second 
draft.  
In summary, it can be seen that both types of corrective feedback (focused and 
unfocused) are effective in helping the learners improve on the accuracy of 
language production. To further investigate whether the learners learnt from 
the corrective feedback provided, they were asked to write two new essays, the 
post-test and the delayed post-test. The results from the post-test and delayed 
post-test would be used to answer the third research question.  
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4.3 Third Research Question 
To determine which types of corrective feedback would lead to long-term 
acquisition of tense and other language features, the post-test and delayed 
post-test results were analyzed. Table 4.4 shows the number of total words 
produced, the number of tense errors, the number of other types of errors, and 
the total number of errors produced by the learners in the three corrective 
feedback groups for the first draft, post-test, and delayed post-test. The 
comparison of the first draft with the post-test and delayed post-test revealed 
whether the learners had acquired tense and other types of language features 
identified through the three types of written corrective feedback provided for 
them.  
Draft 
Focused Group Unfocused Group No Feedback 
F1 F2 F3 Total  U1 U2 U3 Total  N1 N2 N3 
Tota
l  
1st Draft Total Word Used 319 147 179 645 252 434 347 1033 188 290 292 770 
No. of tense errors 23 15 18 56 17 28 35 80 6 20 29 55 
No. of other errors 33 18 25 76 27 30 41 98 3 22 19 44 
Total No. errors 56 33 43 132 44 58 76 178 9 42 48 99 
                            
Post-Test Total Word Used 335 291 194 820 216 304 296 816 272 331 202 805 
No. of tense errors 11 17 7 35 4 9 18 31 14 21 19 54 
No. of other errors 20 41 13 74 9 29 20 58 13 29 36 78 
Total No. errors 31 58 20 109 13 38 38 89 27 50 55 132 
  
                          
Delayed 
Post-Test Total Word Used 238 252 410 900 171 344 275 790 297 268 244 809 
No. of tense errors 15 28 8 51 9 10 13 32 16 24 21 61 
No. of other errors 28 37 32 97 9 31 24 64 14 38 27 79 
Total No. errors 43 65 40 148 18 41 37 96 30 62 48 140 






After I computed the number of errors, I tabulated the percentage of errors 
committed in first draft, post-test and delayed post-test, as illustrated in Table 
4.5 below. 
Table 4.5: Percentage of errors in first draft, post-test and delayed post-test 
Table 4.5 shows that the learners in the focused and unfocused feedback 
groups improved their accuracy of language production. As can be seen, the 
learners in the focused group produced 20.47% of errors in their first draft, 
13.29% of errors in their post-test, and 16.44% of errors in their delayed post-
test respectively. The percentage of improvement between post-test and first 
draft was 35.1% and the percentage of difference between delayed post-test 
and first draft was 19.7%.  
If we look into the sub-categories of the percentages of the types of errors 
committed by the learners in the focused group, the percentage of tense errors 
was greatly reduced in comparison with the percentage of other types of errors. 
The learners produced only 4.27% of tense errors in the post-test and this 
percentage increased marginally to 5.67% of tense errors in the delayed post-
test. As for other types of errors, the learners in the focused feedback group 
Types of Error Focused Feedback Unfocused Feedback No Feedback 
Essay Tense Other Total Tense Other Total Tense Other Total 
1st Draft 8.68% 11.78% 20.47% 7.74% 9.49% 17.23% 7.14% 5.71% 12.86% 
Post-Test 4.27% 9.02% 13.29% 3.80% 7.11% 10.91% 6.71% 9.69% 16.40% 
Differences 
between Post-test 
and first draft 
50.8% 23.4% 35.1% 50.9% 25.1% 36.7% 6% -69.7% -27.5% 
Delayed Post-Test 5.67% 10.78% 16.44% 4.05% 8.10% 12.15% 7.54% 9.77% 17.31% 
Differences 
between Delayed 
Post-test and First 
Draft 
34.7% 8.5% 19.7% 47.7% 14.6% 29.5% -5.6% -71.1% -34.6% 
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produced 9.02% and 10.78% of other types of errors in the post-test and 
delayed post-test respectively. 
The learners in the unfocused group committed 17.23% of errors in their first 
draft, 10.91% and 12.15% of errors in their post-test and delayed post-test 
respectively. The percentage of improvement between post-test and first draft 
was 36.7% and the differences between delayed post-test and first draft was 
29.5%. Again, if we look into the sub-categories of the percentages of the 
types of errors committed by the learner in the unfocused group, the 
percentage of tense errors in the post-test was 3.80% and the percentage of 
tense errors in the delayed post-test was 4.05%. As for other types of errors, 
the learners in the unfocused group produced 7.11% and 8.10% of other types 
of errors in the post-test and delayed post-test respectively.   
The learners in no feedback group committed 12.86% of errors in their first 
draft, 16.40% and 17.31% of errors in their post-test and delayed post-test 
respectively. The percentage of improvement between post-test and first draft 
was -27.5% and the differences between delayed post-test and first draft was -
34.6%. Both were negative figures which showed that the learners deteriorated 
in the accuracy of their language production for the post-test and delayed post-
test. If we look into the sub-categories of the percentages of the types of errors 
committed by the learner in the no feedback group, the percentage of tense 
errors in the post-test was 6.71% and the percentage of tense errors in the 
delayed post-test was 7.54%. As for other types of errors, the learners in the 
no feedback group produced 9.69% and 9.77% of errors in the post-test and 
delayed post-test respectively.   
 57 
 
 Without the provision of feedback, the learners were not able to know the 
errors committed in their writing.  There were increments in the error rate in 
the delayed post-test of the learners in the no feedback group.  
  
Figure 4.8: Tense error in first draft, post-test and delayed post-test 
Figures 4.8, 4.9, and 4.10 illustrate the percentage of tense errors, other types 
of errors, and total types of errors across the first draft, post-test, and delayed 
post-test of the learners in the focused feedback, unfocused feedback, and no 
feedback groups. Each of this figure will be explained as follows.  From 
Figure 4.8 above, it can be seen that the learners in the focused feedback group 
produced 8.68% of tense errors in their first draft and produced 4.27% and 
5.67% of tense errors in the post-test and delayed post-test respectively. The 
learners in the unfocused feedback group produced 7.74% of tense errors in 
their first draft and produced 3.80% and 4.05% of tense errors in the post-test 
and delayed post-test. Finally, the learners in the no feedback group produced 
7.14% of tense errors in their first draft and produced 6.71% and 7.54% of 




























learners in the focused feedback group were supposed to produce lower 
percentages of tense errors in the post-test and delayed post-test in comparison 
to the learners in the unfocused feedback group because of the fact that the 
former group was provided with focused feedback which centered on the tense 
errors. But from the results, the unfocused group committed fewer tense errors 
(see Figure 4.8) in both the post-test and delayed post-test compared to the 
focused feedback group.  
  
Figure 4.9: Other errors in first draft, post-test and delayed post-test 
From Figure 4.9 above, it can be seen that the learners in the focused feedback 
condition produced 11.78% of other errors in their first draft and produced 
9.02% and 10.78% of other errors in their post –test and delayed post-test. The 
learners in the unfocused feedback condition produced 9.49% of other errors 
in their first draft and produced 7.11% and 8.10% of other errors in their post 
–test and delayed post-test. Finally, the learners in the no feedback group 
condition produced 5.71% of other errors in their first draft and produced 9.69% 






























The learners in the focused and unfocused groups committed lesser types of 
other errors in their post-test and their delayed post-test as compared to their 
first draft. This is similar to the case of the percentage of tense error. The 
percentage of other types of errors committed by the learners in all corrective 
feedback groups increased marginally from the post-test to  delayed post-test, 
although the percentage of other types of errors were still lower in the delayed 
post-test when compared to the first draft.  
 
  
Figure 4.10: Total errors in first draft, post-test and delayed post-test 
From Figure 4.10 above, it can be seen that the learners in the focused 
feedback group produced 20.47% of all types of errors in their first draft and 
produced 13.29% and 16.44% of all types of errors in the post-test and 
delayed post-test. The learners in the unfocused feedback group produced 
17.23% of all types of errors in their first draft and produced 10.91% and 
12.15% of all types of errors in the post-test and delayed post-test. The 





























their first draft and produced 16.40% and 17.31% of all types of errors in the 
post –test and delayed post-test. 
In summary, the learners in both feedback groups (focused and unfocused) 
made significant overall improvement as shown by their reduced error rate in 
the post-test and delayed post-test as compared to their first draft, but the 
students in the no feedback group committed more errors in their post-test and 
delayed post-test when compared to their first draft essay. It is important to 
note that the percentage of all types of errors committed by the learners in all 
feedback groups increased marginally from the delayed post-test, with the 
greatest re-bounce of all types of errors from the focused feedback group, 









Chapter Five: Conclusion 
The results obtained from this study show that noticing is linked to improved 
accuracy of language production of second language (L2) learners. The 
learners in the unfocused feedback group noticed the highest number of 
corrected errors and improved the most. The results also show that written 
corrective feedback, either focused or unfocused, improves the students’ 
writing accuracy in their subsequent new essays. Specifically, unfocused 
feedback is found to be more effective than focused feedback. Lastly, the 
results of the delayed post-tests indicate that the improvements observed are 
not short term or pseudo-learning, as claimed by Truscott (1996).  
With respect to the first research question, the unfocused feedback group 
noticed the highest number of corrected errors, followed by the focused 
feedback group. These two groups also made fewer errors in their second 
drafts and subsequent essays, compared to the control group. This result aligns 
with the hypothesis by Schmidt (1990) that L2 learners need to be aware of the 
input in order to acquire the linguistics forms. Moreover, it is also in 
agreement with Schmidt & Frota’s (1986) hypothesis that learning occurs with 
noticing. The results further reveal that when learners noticed more of their 
corrected errors, they made lesser mistakes in their subsequent essays. 
With respect to the second research question, the results show that the focused 
and unfocused groups improved in their use of tenses and other types of 
linguistic forms in their second drafts compared to the first drafts, whereas the 
control group did not show any significant improvement. This result 
contradicts the claim made by Truscott (1996).  But it corroborates with the 
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findings of previous studies (e.g., Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch, 2009; 
Sheen, 2007) which show that written corrective feedback is effective in 
improving the accuracy of L2 writing. The learners in the unfocused group did 
better than the learners in the focused group. Participants in the unfocused 
group made fewer mistakes in their second drafts, compared to the focused 
group. The results are similar in the subsequent post-test and delayed post-test. 
The results show that unfocused corrective feedback was slightly more 
effective in improving L2 learners’ writing compared to focused corrective 
feedback. This is in contrary to the results of Ellis, Sheen, Murakami & 
Takashimi’s (2008) study which found no significant difference in the 
performance of the focused and unfocused feedback groups. It is critical to 
note that Ellis, Sheen, Murakami & Takashimi (2008) also mentioned that 
focused corrective feedback might be more effective than unfocused 
corrective feedback in the long run. 
With reference to the third research question, the results show that both 
focused and unfocused written corrective feedback led to the L2 learners’ 
acquisition of tenses and other types of linguistic forms. The results of the 
delayed post-test also show that unfocused written corrective feedback was 
slightly more effective than focused written corrective feedback in the long 
run. From the data collected, it can also be said that unfocused feedback 
helped the learners to understand their errors as the students in the unfocused 
group made fewer tense and other errors compared to the focused group.  The 
results of this study may raise teacher’s confidence in providing feedback for 
Thai ESL learners. All in all, the results from this research study do not 
support Truscott’s claim (1996) that corrective feedback is ineffective and is 
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unnecessary for L2 learners. The results obtained show that written corrective 
feedback is indeed effective in L2 acquisition. Besides that, the findings of this 
study show that unfocused feedback appears to be slightly more effective than 
focused feedback. 
Despite its positive results, there are a number of limitations to this study. First, 
these results are based on nine participants only. The participants consist of six 
female and three male students. Future research should increase the number of 
participants, preferably with equal number of male and female learners, if 
gender as a factor is to be taken as a consideration. The duration of the time 
gap between post-tests and delayed post-tests could be extended to further test 
whether written corrective feedback can improve accuracy of language 
production of L2 learners over a long period of time. The focused feedback of 
this study centred on tenses. It could include other types of error corrections. 
This study is conducted outside the learners’ classroom. The results of this 
study could be attributed to the instruction that the learners had received in 
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Appendix I: Example of Focused and Unfocused Feedback 
Focused Feedback: 
(Those in BOLD were feedback.) 
Last Songkran festival, I went to Kanchanaburi. In first day of Songkran 
festival I went to waterfall. I played water with my family. After I played 
waterfall, I went to ate (eat) lunch in restaurant. I ate fresh-water fish. After 
that I went to make merit in temple. I ate dinner in aunt house. In second day I 
played game in aunt house and went back in Bangkok. I went to Sri-lom. I 
splashed with other people. I arrived home to (have) lunch. After lunch I 
played game in home. I went to Kaosarn at 12.30 pm. I threw water with other 
people. At 2.35 am I went to airport. I flew to England. I went to Liverpool 
city. I watched football at 4.00 am to 6.00 am. I watched football match 
between Liverpool football club and Manchester United. I lived in England 1 
week. Second day in England I watched football match in Manchester city. I 
watched football match between Manchester city and Swansea. Seven day ago 
I go (went) back to Bangkok. 
If today is (was) Songkran festival, I will (would) play water with my family. 
I (would) go to temple to make merit. After that my father  (would drive) ride 
personal car to Chiang Mai. I (would) go to nice safari. I (would) watch panda, 
Ling-Ping. I (would go) going to the top of the doi. I (would) go to eat lunch. 
I (would play) played game in hotel. I (would) go to play water in Chiang 
Mai. After that my father (would drive) ride car go to Chiang Rai. I (would) 
play water in Chiang Rai. After that I (would) go back to Bangkok. 
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Next Songkran festival, I will go to Phuket. I (will) go to shopping center. I 
(will) go to sea. I (will) play water at the sea in Phuket. I (will) pour water on 
the hands of revered elders and ask for blessing to my parent. I (will) go back 
to Ranong. I (will) go to eat lunch. I (will) eat seafood. And I (will) go back to 
Bangkok. 
Unfocused Feedback: 
(Those in BOLD were feedback.) 
Last year, I went to the beach with my family, father, mother and brother. I 
traveled by my father’s car. My mother said the beach have (had) good 
weather and beautiful view. I think too (so). I wanted to ate (eat) seafood and 
swam (swim) in the sea with my family. I like the beach very much because it 
is (a) good place for travelling in holiday. When I saw sunshine came up, I 
took my cameara for (to take) photo (of) my family. We swam to (until) 6 
o’clock, then went to hotel to (for) checked (check) in. Hotel have (has) 
beautiful wall(s). It has (a) big swimming pool. My brother want (wanted) to 
swam (swim) and played (play) water gun. He said it’s (was) very fun. Next 
day, we went to restaurant to ate (eat) seafood. We ate many (a lot of) food, 
very nice tase (taste). We (had) very fun trip. I went to (-) home and slep 
(slept) all night. 
If today is (was) Songkran festival, I will (would) go to Suan-Siam with my 
family and my friend. She (is) very good. She help (helps) me everything. I 
like her very much. I (would) get up at 6 o’clock. I (would) travel for a long 
time. Finally, we (would) buy ticket. It would be 550 bath/people (person). 
We (would) buy for 5 people (persons). First, we went (would go) to 
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swimming (swim) in the pool. We (would) play slider. We swim (would 
swim) to (until) 12 o’clock. We (would) eat lunch. It (would be) very good. 
Then, we (would) go to play many toys in Suan-Siam. Finally, we (would) go 
to eat noodle. 
Next year, I stay (will stay) at home because I very tired (have been very 
tired) all the year. I will watch TV and see the movie. I like to see (watch) 
Harry Potter very much. I like (have liked) this movie since (I was) 7 year 
(years) old til (until) today. I will listen to music. I like pop music. I like 2PM 
band. I think Songkran is (a) good festival for relax (relaxing) very much. I 





Appendix II: Transcription for Think-aloud 
(Those in BLUE were spoken in Thai.) 
Focused Feedback Group 
F1: Last Songkran festival, I went to Karnchanaburi. 
 In first day of Songkran festival I went to waterfall. 
 I played water with my family.  
 In second day, I went back to Bangkok. 
 I played game. 
 In third day, I flew to England. 
 I watched football match. 
 I lived in England one week. 
I go back to Bangkok. Seven ago, I go back OH! This one is past tense 
so must use went instead “go”. 
If today is Songkran OH! If it is unreal situation in the present time, 
must use present unreal must use subject plus was would then use 
verb1. 
I will play this one also write the same pattern by using “would” 
instead of “will”. 
I go to temple this one is present unreal must be subject plus would 
then verb must insert would in front of go. 
After that my father this one must be my father ride must use present 
unreal too, so it will be would then change ride to drive it’s should be 
better. 
I OH! This one also use present unreal again, use would instead and in 
front of go 
 This one I watch this one also must use would too. 
 I would going this one must change going to go only. 
 I would go to eat lunch and go back to hotel. 
I played this onetime present unreal also use would plusverb1 and from 
play which added–ed  delete–ed because it is not past event. 




 Then I go back to Bangkok. 
 Next Songkran Festival I will go to Phuket. 
I this one is present future must have “will” in the front I will go to 
shopping center. 
I go to sea. This one is also same as it is Future must use will in the 
front. 
 I play water at the sea in Phuket. This one also must have will too. 
 I go to this one is future so must be “will”. 
 I go back to Ranong this one use “will” because it is present future. 
 I will go to eat lunch. 
 I eat seafood this one is also present future use “will”. 
 And I go back to Bangkok. 
F2: yes! erh! In last Songkran festival day I played Songkran. Played 
Songkran This should. No. When we talk about unreal  P-L-A-Y, must. 
When we play right? play mean “play” if it is past it should add –ed no 
need to change Y to I, Then  I played Songkran with my family I went 
to Suphan after and then after I played Songkran Erh! This one is past 
tense so should use verb 2 then then and then I go to Siam together I go 
to Siam with my friend. 
 And I had a dinner with my family use had because it is past event , 
then use  had which is verb 2 and we had a special dinner use had 
because it is verb 2 it is past then use verb 2. 
 And then and I enjoyed with my family. Enjoyed dinner with my 
family and then and sister my sister made a special drink use made 
because it is past event then must use made for everyone in my family. 
 And I have a very good time at my family. Then. 
 Today. If today is Songkran festival I would pay a respect for my 
parent use would because this event does not happen yet. It same as erh! 
Then. 
 I would play Songkran with my sister and my friend. And and and 
 Erh. Songkran in Pattaya is called “wan lai” and Songkran in Bangkok 
and Pattaya is not the same are not the same day. Not the same day 
then…and Songkran day people usually play the water and they have a 
gun gunwater and powder. Erh they usually splash the water in the 
people other people and then I think I play Songkran at Bangkok and 
then I go and next I would go to another another another city. 
 77 
 
 In next year, In Songkran I think I I will make a lunch and dinner for 
my family and we will have a small party at my home and it will be 
together with my family Erh! And Erh I will play a Songkran day 
together 
and I will pay respect for my parents and and I will Rod Num Dum 
Hua them Rod Num Dum Hua mean to pay a respect for my for 
parents if you do a mistake and a bad thing for them. So is a good thing 
that you should do in the Songkran day. 
And in the Songkran day people are usually people are go usually go to 
countryside to travel at erh zoo at interesting place like a beach or 
forest something like that and in Thailand. So Thailand have a 
beautiful. Have nice festival like Songkran day. 
F3: Last Songkran Festival, I went to Siam Paragon with my family and I 
splash with my sister. I splash must change to I did the water splash 
with my sister. 
 After I have dinner, I back home. After I “have” must change to “had” 
dinner I went back home. 
 The second days I went Chang Island. This one is correct 
 I stayed 2 days.  This one should be correct 
 I went dive. 
 I ate seafood dinner on the beach. 
 And the second days I went waterfall. 
 And I back home. And I back home must change to I went back home. 
 On 13 April I go to China this one also must change to If today was 13 
April, I would go to China.  
I go to Night safari I this one must change to I would go to Night 
Safari.  
I seeing Chuang-Chuang and I go to China wall. This one must change 
to I would seeing Chuang-Chuang and I would go to China wall. 
I go to Suo-Lin temple. I would go to Suo-Lin temple. 
I stay 2 day. Must change to I would stay 2 days. 
And I splash water with my family. Must change to And I would 
splash water with my family. 
On 15 April I go to night market. On 15 April. Must change to I would 
go to night market. 
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And I have dinner with my friend. Must change to And And I would 
have dinner with my friend. 
After I have dinner I back the hotel. I I have dinner After I erh! No no 
After having dinner, I would go back to the hotel.  
I back Thailand on 16 April morning, Must change to I would back to 
Thailand on 16 April morning. 
On 13 April 2013, I will stay home and water splash  and splash with 
my dog and my sister Must change to and water splash with my dog 
and my sister. 
 After I water splash with my dog and my sister, I will have lunch with 
my family. 
In evening I will visit my grandmother. 
On 14 April, I will take a rest with my family. 
On 15 April, I will go to Huahin with my sister. 
 
Unfocused Feedback Group 
U1: Last Songkran festival I went to Karnchanaburi. 
 I stayed with my family at my uncle’s house. 
 I went to ate OH! ate this one is used after “to” should change to be 
verb 1 Verb 1 so it should be eat  I went to eat lunch in restaurant 
Karnchanaburi has many Karnchanaburi it is non-creature, so should 
not use “has” should change to there are a lot of fresh-water fish 
In the restaurant it is definite place, should use “the” there were many 
fresh water fish menu. 
The second day I went to the waterfall.  
I played in the water, the water in waterfall is very clear. 
After that I went back to my uncle’s home. 
The second day I went to Prajuabkhiriikhun, I went to Ao Manow. 
It is a beach. 
The water is very salty. 
The third day I went back to my home in in Bangkok and played game 
all night. After that I slept in the morning next day. 
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If today is Songkran day OH! it should not use “is” because it will use 
verb 2 instead Songkran day, I would go to Siam. I would splash water 
to other people. 
My family would give me the money. I would back home and take a 
shower.  
After that I would to the temple. 
I would donate some money. I would pray pray to the Buddha. 
I would I would go back home. 
The second day my family would take me to Chiangmai. 
I would go to Night Safari to see Lin-Ping. 
I would climb Doi Inthanon.  
Doi Inthanon is the tallest. Oh! tallest should use “the” because it is the 
superlative comparison the tallest Doi in Thailand.  
It is very cold on the top of Doi. The temperature is below -1 celcius. 
Before going back home I would to shopping at night market. 
Next year, I will go to China. 
The first day I will go to walk around the China wall. After that I will 
go to the zoo. 
There are a lot of panda. 
And the third day I will go to eat dinner with my friend and I will go 
back home.  
 
U2: In last Songkran festival my family went to Chiang Mai for 5 days. It’s 
wrong actually because we do no need to use “in”. 
 First day my family pack a bag for 5 day. Actually, pack no need to be 
packing because it is past so no need to add ing. 
 It has toothbrush, toothpaste, soap, t-shirt, etc. It’s wrong because 
toothpaste it must be te not se 
 And my family took to Chiang Mai by van wrong because took must 
change to went because some vocabularies are not suit in this sentence  
 It took for 10 hours. “For” This one no need to use. Ten hours is 
enough. 
 It was very boring so I had a headache because last night I sleep at two 
half past two. Erh! 2.30 pm Actually it must change to am. 
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 Finally we had leave in Chiang Mai. Actually the word had leave must 
change to arrive instead 
 And then we found the hotel in the city. 
 It’s cost 4,500 baht. 
 It was very expensive, but I want to leave because other hotel was full. 
Actually want must change to had instead. For leave must change to 
stay. “another” then must not use we can use “other”. Hotel must add s 
too because there are many places was must change to were because 
there are many places 
 And day 2 and 3 we played water and my brother have an accident 
actually it’s wrong have must change to had because there is one 
person accident must change and add c because it miss one “C” The 
water is splashed splash must add ed too to his eye. 
 So we took him he must change to him to hospital to see a doctor. 
 And my brother had good luck because a doctor says water was was 
splash very close to his eye splash er! It seems like it is correct already 
although it is not added because there is was already. 
 Finally we was taking him to the hotel. Actually it must be took instead 
and had a rest. 
 At day 4 we went to Doi Inthanon Doi Inthanon this one must be D 
capital letter. 
 It was very high. 
 So I was going I was going to the top of mountain.  
 I was very tired but I was very beautiful. 
 After that we went to hotel and have a rest. Have this one must change 
to had because it is past. 
 Finally, it come to a last day of holiday.  
 My dad drove a van Oops! It must add V inside to Bangkok Bangkok 
This B must be capital letter 
 If today is a Songkran day is must change to was instead because it is 
unreal situation. It must be in present unreal it must change from 
normal verb to subject + would + verb 1 and it is the same in whole 
paragraph paragraph. 
 In next years my family and I would go to Pattaya for 3 days. 
 First day I will go to Pattaya. 
 And เอย้ it will it will 3 to 4 hours Actually, it must have the word take 
inside it too because it must have verb. 
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 After after that we will play the sand and will swim in the sea. 
 In the evening, we will go to hotel. 
 And day 2 we will go to walking street. 
 It it very exciting. This sentence must have the word will be too 
because it is future 
 And in the evening we will have we will have a dinner at hotel actually 
it must actually It must must must have the word dinner and breakfast 
it must not have “a” at hotel and have a rest. 
 Finally day 3 we will have breakfast and the hotel at the hotel. 
 And packing bag in and put in the car actually packing bag this must 
be we will pack because it is future.  
 And we and we will go to Bangkok we will go back to Bangkok 
actually B must be B capital letter 
 
U3: Last year, I went to the beach with my family, father, mother, and 
brother. 
I traveled by my father car. 
My mother said the the beach have but have it is verb. Oops! It is past. 
Past must be had right? had good weather and beautiful view and I 
think so. 
I wanted to eat as I wrote ate then must be to eat because after to is 
verb verb 1 right? seafood and swim from “Swam” change to “swim” 
this one is also same because there is to too. Then in the sea with my 
family. 
I like the beach very much because it’s a good place for travelling in 
holiday. 
When I saw sunshine came up, I took my camera for from for change 
to to take it should be better photo of my family. Has of because it is 
erh! Photo of my family because it is photo which take Erh! Which 
take which take a photo of my family. 
erh! We swam from to change to until which mean mean “to” it should 
be better to 6 o’clock, then went to hotel to check in. 
Erh! The hotel after full stop must change t to T capital letter the hotel 
have beautiful wall. Wall have have many so we must add “S” then. 
It has a big swimming pool. 
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My brother want It is past event so we must added too to swim as it is 
after to it must be verb1 and play water gun. 
He said it very fun. 
Next day we went to restaurant to eat seafood. Change from ate to eat 
because it follow to. 
We ate a lot of change from many to a lot of food very nice taste. 
And we had a very fun trip. I went from to to be was home I went to 
home and from sleep to be slept all night. 
If today was Songkran festival, I would go to Suan-Siam with my 
family and my friend. 
She just like my sister. 
She must add is too very good. 
She helps she is singular help then must add “s” me everything. 
I like her very much. 
I would get up at six o’clock. 
I would travel for a long time. 
Finally we would buy ticket. 
It’s 550 baht erh! people must change to person it can be seen at the 
ticket counter. It should be person. 
We would buy for 5 people. Erh! 
First we would go to swim in the pool. 
We would play slider, but my mum would be very scared. but scare it 
is feeling, so it must be must add ed too very much. 
We would swim from to to be until Erh! swim to noon. 
We would eat lunch, it would be very good. 
Then we would go to play many toy many toy must add s too because 
there are many toy in Suan-Siam. 
Erh! I would be very excited it is feeling from exciting also change to 
excited. 
I never play before, but my sister, Pop it is person name so must use 
capital letter P capital letter, she want she is singular so must add s 
after want to play very much. 
I would play with her. 
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I would be happy. 
Finally we would go to eat noodle and go home only, no need to have 
to 
I would be tired and happy. 
Next year, I want to stay at home because I have been very tired all the 
year. I will watch TV and see the movie. 
I like to from to see change to to watch Harry Potter very much. 
I like must add d too after like this movie since 7 years ago erh! until 
today. 
I will erh! I will listen to music. 
I like pop music. 
I like 2PM band. 
I think Songkran is a good festival for travelling also must add ing too 
and relax relax very much 
I like Songkran festival very much 
I hope to travel next year. Also don’t have in next year so must delete 
in  
 
No Feedback Group 
N1: On 13 April, I go Oh no! must be I went I went to visit my sister. 
 I went to play water with my family. 
It It It is no. must be it was it was fun because I like to play water with 
my family.  
In It must be on On 14 April, I went to visit my grandmother because 
this day is No. Must be was because this day was family day. 
I went to travel around Talingchun with my family. 
It was fun too. Correct correct already 
On 15 April, I go to the beach with my family. 
I play Oh no I played water and sand with my sister and my brother. 
That day was very happy because I like I like to play an a an correct 
already an activity with my family. 
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If this day is Songkran day, I go Oh no I will I What? Correct already I 
go to the beach in Phuket because this day Oops!  this place is very 
beautiful. 
I think, this place have No, must be has this place has very good view. 
I play water with my family. 
I play sand and my Oops! I play Wait wait must be with I play sand 
with my family. 
I take photo with my family. 
I will I will must have will because it has if become if I will remember 
this view because it is beautiful. 
Next year, again. I read wrong Next year, I will go to the south of 
Thailand and travel around the south of Thailand. 
I will take photos every view because it is beautiful. I will remember 
every view because every place is very beautiful too.  
It has It has correct already It has a good view. 
 
N2: This year Songkran festival. This year Songkran festival in Thailand 
Why there is not much details?  Why did I write only this? 
 
I had go to temple with my family to pray monks. It seems like this 
sentence tell that let other people go to Thailand. It should be better if 
delete “had” 
 
The first day of Songkran festival I think that is the day to rest. So I 
went to swimming for rest from study everyday. Hmm! delete so 
should be better 
 
I had go to I had to go to Sapharn Temple with my family cause 
Songkran day we must pray the monks or let fish go to the world of 
them. Hmm! If we change the word here to set a fish free and delete 
have to go to to “go by themselves” not be forced, it would be better. 
Then no need to write because  
 
I had to I had feed the fish beside the temple and I eat lunch. Finish the 
first day. I write only this so the detail will finish only at noon. I should 
write till in the late afternoon and should write better than this. 
 
 The second day I think is the day of a my is the day of a my family. 




I should go with my family so I go to platinum to buy costume with my 
mother, sister, father and my aunt should change to my family  and 
should should be deleted because I walk with family. 
 
The third day is the day of all people in family come to see each other 
it should be change to talk about whole family at that time I don’t 
know what should I write. Then I suddenly write go to have a dinner 
together. I did not write anything about that day. 
 
For the second part, if today was Songkran day, what should I do. I 
wrote only I would go to see movie and would go to travel only. 
Actually I should write that after I went to see movie, I would go to eat 
with me friends. I would go to travel with my family or would go to 
another province. The content should be more interesting. 
 
Next. Songkran? I remembered that my mother will bring me to China. 
But if I write like this, the content will be only about travelling, having 
a party, and working. I should write where I will go, and when I go 
back what should I buy. I should fnd more informations. After I back, I 
will go to capsule festival of… and games. I should not finish like this. 
I should write more. 
 
Ok. I finish  
 
N3: Songkran festival 
 On 13 April 2011 It is Songkran Festival. 
 I splashed with my family at Phuthamonthon. 
 It’s very fun 
 In the evening I went to have a dinner. 
 The second day the second day It must have “-s” right? The second 
days I went to Prajuabkhiiriikhun with my family.  
I stayed at home stay in Ao Manao. 
I stayed 2 days start 14 April to 15 April 2011. Start It must be It starts 
14 April to to 15 April 2011. 
On 13 April 2012 The topic is “if today” so it must be if today on 13 
April 2012. In the morning, I go to the temple with my family. It must 
use tense what? hm!! Correct already. 
 I pay respect to the Buddha, offer food to monk and poured water on 
the hands of revered elders it must be and ask for blessing. 
In the evening, it is 3 pm to 5 pm. 
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I am playing the water with my mum and my sister at Aksa road. Hmm 
must be I play the water with my mum and my sister at Aksa road. 
I I go to have a dinner at Phuttachart. 
The second day, I go to Koh Chang. 
I eat seadfood at the beach. 
I stay at the hotel. 
I stay 3 days. 
Start 14 April to 16 April 2012 hmm! it starts 14 April to 16 April 
2012 with my family. 
The first day, hmm on 14 April 2012 I swim and diving  
In the afternoon I eat beef steak, after I go to the temple. 
I go to waterfall. 
I play the water and I come back to hotel. Eh! Seems to be And I come 
back to the hotel. 
I watch movie at the hotel. 
The second day, I go to travel around Koh Chang in the evening, 
I eat to have dinner. Eh! I eat to have a dinner.  
The third day, I come back to home. 
On 13 April 2013. I will go to Chaing Mai.  
I will go to Doi Suthep for pay respect to the Buddha and will pour 
water on hands of rever elders and ask for blessing.  
Researcher: speak out loud 
N3:  In the evening, I will go to Thanon-Khondern  And I come 
back to hotel. Hmm it must be and come back to the hotel. 
 The second day, I go to travel hmm! It must be I will go to travel 
around Chiang Mai. 
 The third day I come back Hmm! Must be I am going to come back to 
home at home 
 And I will eat to have a dinner with my family 
 
